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Abstract
The purpose of my thesis is to develop an analytical framework for
project benefit evaluation and to test it for the case of the Kampung
Improvement Program. In general, project evaluation has not been well
instituted in Indonesia, leading to poor feedback for future improvement
of national development policies. Although the government has prepared
the Guidelines for Project Benefit and Monitoring Evaluation, the
performance indicators are seem excessive, redundant, and incomplete to
reflect the full range of objectives of service provision. The existing
evaluations are merely either supply side or loan covenant oriented. I
propose using three criteria for evaluation: supply side, demand side,
and impacts. The supply side looks at the government's objectives in
delivering services as written in the Five-Year National Development
Plan (Repelita). The demand side evaluates the success of delivering
services from the perspectives of community acceptance, service
usefulness, and community satisfaction. The impact evaluation looks at
public health and income improvements. The use of new performance
indicators recognizes that the success of delivering services is not
determined primarily by the level of target achievement but more on
community satisfaction and usefulness of services.
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Introduction
1.1 Background
As a developing country, Indonesia is experiencing a rapid growth
of urban population. During the last decade, 1980-1990, the national
urban population grew at 5.5% annually, which was much higher than in
any of world's developed countries. The urban population increased
substantially, up from 32.8 million in 1980 to 55.9 million in 1990 (BPS,
1991: 4). This means that the urban population has increased by 2.31
million people every year. Rural-urban migration is not a trivial factor.
It contributes 48% to this growth, while the rest is caused by either
natural increase or reclassification of areas from rural to urban
functions. Even though the growth trend will be decreasing significantly
over the next 25 years, 2.9% annually, the annual addition of urban
population will increase to 2.95 million. The United Nations predicts
that the total growth will almost triple to 152 million. By the end 2025,
therefore, 55% of national population will be living in urban places
(USAID, 1990: 2).
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That growth, in fact, has a profound impact on the urban areas,
particularly on the needs for human settlements infrastructure, such as
clean water and sanitation. In 1980, 54.9% of the urban population was
not served by piped water, and 73.2% had inadequate sanitation (UNDP,
1989: 1-20). The Government of Indonesia has made major efforts to
improve this situation by increasing the investment by about Rp. 1.5
trillion every year during Repelital V, 1984-1989 (DGHS, 1992). The
acceleration of urban development, however, has not been able to meet
the pace of urban growth. As a result, the levels of human settlements
services are still very low. For example, the portion of people not served
by safe water increased to 53% in 1993. The projected figure indicates
that the coverage rate of urban services in Indonesia is very poor
contrasted with other countries in East Asia. By the end of the year
2000, the service deficits in urban areas for clean water and sanitation
will remain high, 55.5% and 71.3% respectively (UNDP, 1989).
Considering those facts the Government of Indonesia through the
Directorate General of Human Settlements (DGHS) was keen to enhance
the level of the urban services by introducing a new approach called
IUIDP (Integrated Urban Infrastructure Development Program) in 1985.
Unfortunately, as mentioned above, this approach has not helped much
in improving the level of urban services, although a lot of funds from
many sources have been put into that program. Along with the
implementation of this approach, the total level of urban investment was
practically tripled during Repelita V compared to Repelita IV. The
problem of catching up to the desired level of services is becoming
1 After New Order Government was established in 1966, Indonesia national development has been
characterized by Long-Term Development (PJP: Pembangunan Jangka Panjang) and Five-Year
Development Plans (Repelita: Rencana Peinbangunan Lima Tahunan). The former sets broader goals
and objectives of national development over 25 years, whilst the later sets up detailed sector policies
and targets. Repelita is the operational plan to achieve long-term goals and objectives.
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complicated because sources of funds are getting tight, in part due to the
fact that national revenue from oil has dropped drastically. At the same
time, other sectors also need a lot of investment to increase their level of
services.
The infrastructure problem has become even more severe due to
lack of maintenance of utilities in most urban places (World Bank,
1993). The situation is much worse for utilities serving low income
people, such as communal facilities in former KIP 2 (Kampung
Improvement Program) areas. Many installed standpipes no longer work
well because the community neglects to maintain facilities. They feel
that given services do not match with their desires. For example, they
cannot fully rely on standpipe services because the services operate
during limited hours. This makes the beneficiaries unsatisfied with the
services.
Under these circumstances, the issue of maximizing benefit from
implemented projects is extremely important, and it should be
considered as a government investment decision criterion. Briefly,
maximizing benefit means that the services being provided should meet
the needs of targeted groups. Project benefit evaluation as proposed by the
Asian Development Bank (ADB) is a method to determine whether or not a
project is designed in a way that meets beneficiaries' needs (ADB, 1992: 2).
Since 1996, the government has been trying to institutionalize this kind of
evaluation because it is better than the previous method, which emphasized
the supply side perspective.
2 Briefly, KIP is an urban upgrading program for squatter settlements which are generally poor
condition areas. The poor condition is mainly caused by lack of basic services. KIP has been established
in Indonesia with the aim to improve such kind areas by providing basic infrastructure with low cost
development approach. Further explanation can be read in chapter 3.2.
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1.2 Thesis Objective
Regarding these issues, the main objective of this thesis is to develop a
project benefit evaluation framework by setting criteria that serve the needs
of Government of Indonesia. The framework will be developed based on both
a theoretical perspective and related lessons from implementing various
projects in developing countries. To ensure the usefulness of this study for
current projects in Indonesia, I will test the framework in a real case. I
choose KIP in Indonesia as the case study due to the availability of primary
data from field surveys and my familiarity with the case.
1.3 Thesis Outline
The following analysis will be divided into 4 chapters. Chapter 2 will
describe the theoretical perspective of project evaluation in general and will
focus on project benefit evaluation. Chapter 3 will discuss the model of the
project benefit evaluation framework. The analysis will propose the ideal
model from theoretical and practical lesson standpoints. Therefore, in this
chapter, I will not limit the criteria to those possible given available data.
Instead, I will choose the criteria and indicators based on the conceptual
concerns of the model. Chapter 4, will test the model by using a real case of
KIP in Bandar Lampung. I realize that some criteria might have no
information from the field survey because it was done by other parties. In
that case, I will drop the criteria or use other secondary data if available.
Basically, the chapter will demonstrate how to use the model in a real case.
The last section will be Chapter 5, which presents conclusions and
recommendations.
Chapter 2. Methodology
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2.1 The Increasing Need for Improvement of Project
Evaluation in Developing Countries
Recently, the need for improved monitoring and project evaluation has
grown considerably in developing countries, largely because evidence shows
that many developing countries have failed in carrying out social programs.
The concern is increasing because immense resources have been invested in
the programs, such as low cost housing and upgrading urban poor areas, for
improving welfare distribution. The outcome from completed projects in low
income countries is often unsatisfactory. One problem is that the government
knows little about how well the projects are able to sustain the delivery of
their services over time, and even less about the extent to which projects are
able to produce the intended impact of their services (Bamberger, 1994: 4).
Because of the increasing constraints of resource availability, many
governments in developing countries are forced to use their resources more
effectively and efficiently. In this sense, a project evaluation plays an
important role in providing feedback to the governments about factors most
apt to determine the success and failures of service delivery. Project
evaluation has been poorly done, or it is done superficially if at all, for
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various reasons, such as lack of expertise. The World Bank defines evaluation
as:
"an examination as systematic and objective as possible of an
on-going or completed project or programme, its design,
implementation, and results, with the aim of determining its
efficiency, effectiveness, impact, sustainability, and relevance of
its objectives. The purpose of an evaluation is to guide decision
makers" (Bamberger, 1994: 33).
The definition suggests that a project evaluation plays a critical
function in four areas of public sector management (OED-WB, 1994: 1-3).
The first is in policy analysis and future design formulation. Decision makers
will recognize the reasons why a project is successful in a certain area but
unsuccessful in another. In the case of a project characterized by a low-cost
approach, the feedback is meaningful for designing future projects because
such projects are subject to political constraints and are very sensitive to the
socioeconomic conditions of the community. For instance, providing water
and sanitation for low income people is not an easy task to accomplish. The
political constraints are obvious -whether the government should invest in
the project or in other more productive sectors. The reason is that low-cost
projects are usually not self-financing investments. Cost recovery is
sometimes beyond communities capabilities, so the facilities are not properly
maintained. The community usually may not care for the facilities because
they do not understand the benefits from having clean water and adequate
sanitation.
Second, by knowing more about the performance of projects,
governments can improve their resource allocation and budgetary process.
Those who select public infrastructure investments, therefore, can be more
mindful to ensure that the projects being implemented will succeed and
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achieve their intended objectives. To do so, the government has to conduct an
evaluation of completed projects in order to be familiar with failures and
success. This is not easy for developing countries because of the many
constraints and problems in obtaining sufficient data, particularly in regard
to the conditions before project implementation.
Third, project evaluation has the potential to improve decision makers'
accountability. However difficult the situation is, decision makers need to get
feedback in order to ensure their accountability in managing public sector
projects. The feedback from ex-post project evaluation -pointing out
weaknesses and strengths in budgetary process, management quality, and
performance of the projects- can help government agencies move toward a
public-audit-oriented culture. Thus, government agencies do their work
based on public audit legitimation rather than on their priorities only. This
kind of evaluation will also provide important information on project levels
with respect to the project design criteria, community satisfaction, and local
government's borrowing capacity.
Fourth, project evaluation will help public sector management in
determining how public institutions need to change in the light of benefit
performance and cost of government agencies in providing public services. In
sum, project evaluation is essential for improving public sector management.
In practice, a project evaluation can generally be conducted through
seven stages: identification/preparation, planning and design, appraisal,
implementation, evaluation of implementation, operation management and
ensuring sustainability of services. From developing countries' experiences,
there is no standard way of doing project evaluation, particularly for social
programs such as urban renewal. The lessons from numerous project
implementation experiences show that the malfunction of services is
primarily caused by a structural approach. The governments as providers are
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just concerned with the coverage of services rather than the effectiveness of
those services. Therefore, there is pressure to move toward a demand-driven
perspective focusing on understanding community needs and satisfaction.
Recently, such an approach has been widely used in some different forms,
such as beneficiary assessment, social impact analysis, rapid assessment
procedures, and holistic approaches. These topics of evaluation are based on
the same basic notion, which is the demand-driven point of view (Bamberger,
1994: 10-25).
2.2 Project Benefit Evaluation 1
The original term of Project Benefit Monitoring and Evaluation
(PBME), as proposed by the Asian Development Bank (ADB), is composed of
two parts: monitoring and evaluation activities. These two activities are not
separable because they are complementary each other. The concept of PBME
has 3 main features: benchmarking information, recording benefits, and
evaluating benefits.
Benchmarking information refers to activities in which evaluators will
collect and analyze data about the characteristics of the study area prior to
project implementation. This stage will provide information to help decision
makers and planners assure that a particular intervention is likely to
respond to beneficiaries' needs and desires. In addition, this stage will also
assist evaluators in analyzing the impact of intervention. For projects funded
by foreign loans, benchmarking is usually well documented along with loan
preparation, which is required by the donor agencies. There are some
methods which are affordable and practical for those developing countries to
1 This section is resumed by the author from: Benefit Monitoring and Evaluation: A
Handbook for Bank Staff, Staff of Executing Agencies, and Consultants, published by Asian
Development Bank, Manila, March 1992.
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carry out: socio-economic surveys, socio-technical profiles (STP), and
application forms. The application consideration among these three types of
surveys depends upon services being produced by a project. Socio-economic
survey is used when a project will serve goods and/or services being
purchased by the intended group; for example, a project providing fertilizer or
cheap material for housing improvement. The survey is straightforward to
get adequate information about socio-economic characteristics of households
for assessing the demand for goods and services being provided. Socio-
technical profiles are used once a project requires a strong community
participation support, such as KIP or rural water supply. STP is concerned
with finding out information on what appropriate strategies to motivate,
mobilize, and train affected groups to participate should be designed. The last
technique focuses on the information for assessing whether the applicants are
eligible to receive the benefits under the project being implemented. This
technique is usually suitable for a specific project that needs qualification
evaluation, such as micro-credit.
During operation of services, the institution that is responsible for the
operation should record the benefits. Three types of benefits should be
monitored: the delivery of services to recipients, the use of services by
recipients, and the direct effects of services. The idea of the first is based on
supply-driven criteria because service delivery is concerned with the
achievement of the planned targets, such as coverage and level of services.
The successes and failures are measured by target achievement of the project
service delivery objectives. The higher the accomplishment, the more
successful the project.
The use of service benefits has to do with ensuring whether or not
facilities are being used properly by intended target groups. If they are not,
underlying causes should be determined. In other words, failures and success
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in delivering a certain service must be well recorded and understood. This
requires probing the communities' satisfaction with a particular type of
service. There is no way to assess the communities' satisfaction unless
evaluators do surveys either formally or informally.
The last aspect, the effects of services, is concerned with the ultimate
benefits of projects, which are often called impacts. ADB uses the term of
"impacts" to distinguish the effects from "benefits" because impacts have
broader meaning. For instance, in the KIP case, health improvement is one
of the ultimate impacts, while the community gets benefits in the forms of
services and environmental improvement. This means that project benefits
can be categorized as direct effects, whilst the impact on public health in
general is more an indirect effect. It is quite possible that there are some
other factors also influencing public health improvement, such as an
increasing income. The wealthier people will have more purchasing power to
spend for health.
2.3 Research Methodology
My efforts to develop the framework will focus on three factors: supply
side issues, demand side issues, and the effects of a project on quality of life
improvement. The supply side analysis will primarily look at government
service provision objectives. In this context, a delivery-of-services approach
is commonly used in evaluating public utility performance. The criterion of
physical accomplishment compared to the target as identified in the national
sectoral plan is usually used. Thus, for example, delivery of services can be
articulated as level of services, and either the percentage or the number of
population served (Repelita VI).
The second type of analysis focuses on public infrastructure demand.
This is important because a provider has to look at the appropriateness of
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services for users, who may comprise different groups with different service
demands (NUDS: 1-3 ). In order to get a better understanding of whether
service delivery is appropriate to the intended target, users' satisfaction must
be evaluated. From a user perspective, issues such as reliability and quality
of services should be considered (Cook et all, 1992: 547). In many developing
countries, including Indonesia, these two indicators are frequently ignored.
For example, many small and medium cities have piped water service only 6
hours per day or low quality water (PMDU: 49).
The last type of analysis is related to quality of life improvement as it
is affected by public services. These concerns are difficult to deal with
because many external factors also influence the quality of life improvement.
For example, the main objective of KIP investment is to improve urban areas
by providing some basic utilities. The government expects the public health
in an improved area will be increased. How these basic utilities affect public
health and other broader indicators of well being is not easy to document.
The best way to evaluate whether the benefits really come from the
implemented project is to conduct a quasi-experiment (Bamberger, 1994:
228). Ideally, the design has two elements: a beneficiary group and a control
group, and the information which is available on both before and after project
execution. The former would inform the level of improvement while the
control group can assist the analysts in determining whether the
improvement is directly generated by the projects. In other words, the aim of
using the control group is to help decide if the impacts can be attributed to
the intention action or other external factors.
For developing countries, following this method rigorously would cause
many problems in terms of costs, time, and data required. The necessary
expertise may also not be available. It is, therefore, necessary to simplify the
model, in a way that still allows it to provide key information for policy
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makers. One of the simple models called less robust 2 that has been widely
used in project evaluation is "comparison of beneficiaries before and after the
projects" (Bamberger, 1994: 229-240). One of the weaknesses is that the
model has no effort to control external factors. Therefore, we cannot conclude
that the effects are fully attributable to the projects. A field survey has to be
made in order to prove that the project really contributes the effects.
The next step in developing this framework is to determine the main
indicators for measuring each general analytical category, which are explored
in Chapter 3. Finally, after having three sets of indicators and their
measurements, I will use the data which is available for KIP in the city of
Bandar Lampung to verify the credibility and capability of the suggested
indicators to reflect the supply, demand, and quality of live improvement
criteria. I will use qualitative evaluation rather than quantitative one
because of the limitations of the field surveys available to me.
2 There are two other less robust models, which are also frequently used in developing
countries: ex-post comparison of project and control groups without a pretest, and pretest
and posttest on experimental group combined with ex-post comparison of a project and
control groups. The first model compares beneficiary and control group condition without any
pretest. This model is carried out whenever relevant data before a project is implemented are
not available. The second model is used to evaluate impacts by comparing the condition
before and after project completion. Information on a control group after project completion is
also collected to check whether the impacts come from the projects.
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Chapter 3
The Framework Of Project Benefit
Evaluation: The Case of Kampung
Improvement Program
This chapter will describe the ideal framework of project benefit
evaluation for KIP. The analysis begins with an overview of the existing
project evaluation system for human settlements development. The
description will cover the system at both national and project levels. The
rest of the chapter will be an analysis of how the framework of project
benefit evaluation will be developed, which emphasizes choosing
indicators and their measurements.
3.1 An Overview of Existing Project Evaluation for
Human Settlements Development
The development of human settlements infrastructure is managed
by project cycle approach. This approach was instituted at Directorate
General of Human Settlements (DGHS) on its own to guide development
management in 1974. The decision was made after DGHS learned from
the success of Urban I and II project management. The cycle, which is
called SIDLACOM, has five principles: survey and investigation, land
acquisition, engineering design, construction, and operation and
maintenance. As depicted in Figure 3.1, the cycle has external
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Figure 3.1: Project Cycle
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environments, namely national sector policies and programs. These
variables are given as written in the national sector plan (Repelita).
Every project has to consider them deliberately in determining its
objectives and targets. Even though the current project management has
become complicated since the integrated approach was introduced in
1985, the flow of principles remains the same as SIDLACOM. The
complexity is only in the detailed steps of each stage.
In order to be sure that the flow of project cycle is going to fulfill
national objectives and targets, DGHS has instituted three kinds of
evaluations at both national and project levels. They are Project
Monitoring and Evaluation (PME: Pemantauan dan Evaluasi Proyek),
Environment Impact Assessment (EIA or AMDAL: Analisa Mengenai
Dampak Lingkungan), and Project Completion Report (PCR). Each of
these evaluations has a specific function in the project cycle.
The Project Monitoring and Evaluation is dedicated to the central
government (DGHS), which is responsible for fulfilling the national plan.
Monitoring activities focus on recording the progress of financial
disbursement and physical achievement during project implementation.
These activities are conducted at project levels, where project units
prepare monthly and quarterly reports and send them to DGHS. The
evaluation of each project is based on a comparison between plan and
project fulfillment. The analysis is mainly expressed in the S-curve
format showing the plan and progress over time. The tasks of DGHS
-the secretariat of the directorate general- is to compile the project
reports in three breakdowns: by provinces, sectors, and programs
(DGHS, 1973). The main purposes are to check the accomplishment of
national targets, and to ensure that the project will be finished on
schedule and the budget has been used efficiently.
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This mechanism functions as an early warning for each directorate
under DGHS, so that it may take an action for any project that is behind
schedule. The weakness of this mechanism is that the directorate is not
permitted to respond immediately in order to resolve the problems.
Instead, the directorate has to search for more detailed information at
the project levels. In 1985, therefore, DGHS established the Central
Project Management Office (CPMO), which is responsible for controlling
and monitoring projects financed by foreign loans. The format of project
monitoring is more detailed and extended because CPMO is also
concerned with problems at project levels. The format is contract based,
showing physical progress of the project and its loan covenants
fulfillment, current loan allocation and unutilized funds, and problem
solving action plans. Its most important feature is problem management,
which allows the directorate to solve the problems quickly because the
problem information has already been comprehensively reported in
monthly reports by CPMO. However, this approach still primarily
emphasizes government objectives (supply driven approach) because the
government is not forced by itself to look at the issue of users'
preferences and the impact of installed utilities (CPMO, 1988).
The second tool is the Environment Impact Assessment (EIA),
which is a part of the decision making process of proposed businesses or
activities regulated by Indonesia Law No. 4, 1982. The Law covers all
proposed projects that are predicted to have any significant impacts1 on
1 The Government Regulation defines the impacts as significant if the projects will: a) modify
of landforms and the natural landscape; b) exploit renewable and non-renewable natural
resources; c) have potential waste, damage, and a decline in natural utilization; d) may effect
the social and cultural environment; e) effect the preservation of natural resource
conservation areas/ and/or the protection of cultural reserves; f) introduce new species of
plants, animals and microorganism; g) produce and use biotic and abiotic substances; h)
apply technologies which are predicted to have considerable effect to the environment; i)
have risks and effect national securities (Government Regulation of The Republic of
Indonesia, No. 51, 1993).
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environment. EIA consists of three components: the Environment Impact
Statement (ANDAL: Analisa Dampak Lingkungan), the Environmental
Management Plan (RKL: Rencana Kelola Lingkungan), and the
Environmental Monitoring Plan (RPL: Rencana Pemantauan
Lingkungan) 2 (GOI, 1993: 1-10).
The AMDAL operation begins with a screening process based on
criteria that are provided by Bappedal (Environmental Impact
Management Agency). At this point, a project might be exempted from
further evaluation only if no significant impacts on natural environment
and human life are expected. Otherwise, the project has to be evaluated
by using ANDAL standard procedures. There is no exception for small
investment projects. The depth of ANDAL is determined by the degree of
the impacts. A small project will presumably have small impacts so that
the ANDAL study will not be complicated. The results of ANDAL study,
then, must be completed with an action plan of environmental impact
management (RKL) and environmental impact monitoring (RPL). These
three documents must be submitted to Bappedal for further review (WB,
1994: 179-186).
The third tool is the Project Completion Report (PCR) initiated by
the World Bank. This evaluation usually is done at the end of the
implementation phase, and is compulsory for foreign loan projects only.
The purpose of evaluation is to present a complete picture of project
implementation experience to DGHS and local governments seeking
lessons of the failure and success of project implementation for future
2 "ANDAL is a detailed and in-depth research study on the significant impacts of a proposed
business or activity. RKL is a document presenting those efforts that will be made to manage
the significant environmental impacts which will result from a proposed business or activity.
RPL is a document presenting those efforts that will be made to monitor the environmental
components which will be subjected to significant impacts arising from a proposed business
or activity". (Government Regulation of The Republic of Indonesia, No. 51, 1993).
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project designs. The World Bank has standardized the format of PCR in
the project description, including project objectives, loan covenants,
sectoral targets and their components. The analysis discusses the
achievement of financial objectives, institutional development, physical
targets, and benefit analysis. Project sustainability, bank and borrower
performances, assessment outcome, and future operation plans are also
discussed (WB, 1994: 1-2).
The preparation of PCR depends upon the experience and the
availability of professional resources at local governments, though the
DGHS often performs the study. Although the format of PCR has been
standardized, the quality of PCR reports varies from one project to
others. From reviewing the PCRs for Second Bandung, Second Medan,
Sulawesi and Irian Jaya, and First East Java Bali Urban Development
projects, it is obvious that the analysis emphasizes the borrowers'
capability in managing the project. Donor agencies are deliberately
concerned with factors affecting the successes and failures of project
implementation management, and paid less attention to program
reforms. The analysis in PCR reports is intensely quantitative and
intended to ensure that the investment is used properly. In Indonesia,
primary surveys have rarely been done to support the analysis in
drawing lessons, which are useful for future design from the perspective
of project beneficiaries.
3.2 KIP: Features, Objectives, and Policies
Indonesia's rapid urbanization has spurred urban poor settlements,
which are called Kampungs, in many cities. Kampungs that were already
densely populated have become highly congested because most migrants
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come to these areas. There are at least two reasons: the location
attractiveness and housing affordability for migrants. Kampungs are usually
found at the strategic parts of the city, such as surrounding richer
neighborhoods, behind shopping centers, and along government centers in
central business districts. They tend to be located near economic activities
because kampung residents hope to get externality advantages. The residents
can provide small scale services and unskilled labor to wealthier Indonesians.
In the light of their formation, kampungs can be classified by their locations
and historical developments (WB, 1995: 17) as shown in Table 3.1.
Generally, location classification is related to a kampung's accessibility to the
surrounding areas, whilst historical development deals with the time when
they were built. Before KIP was introduced, kampungs were deteriorating
due to lack of basic urban services.
Historically, KIP was introduced long before Indonesia became
independent. It was introduced for the first time during the colonial
government of Dutch. The aim of the program was to improve living
conditions for kampung residents and to make them more humane.
Preventing the risks of disease and fire spreading among kampung residents
was the ultimate goal at that time. Semarang and Surabaya, important port
cities, received this program in 1924, then the program was extended until
the beginning of World War II. However, after Indonesia became independent
in 1945, KIP was politically and economically difficult to sustain (Devas,
1980: 10).
At the end of Repelita II, the government recognized that the condition
of many urban poor areas in large cities were deteriorating. The main
problem was that those areas lacked adequate municipal services, such as
clean water, sanitation, sewerage, drainage, and footpaths. With the
assistance from World Bank, Indonesia started implementing KIPs as pilot
projects. The program was designed to improve physical conditions by
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Chapter 3. The Framework of Project Benefit Evaluation
Table 3.1
The Classification of Kampung by Location
and Historical Development
Classification Type of Kampungs Characteristics
Location 1. Open
2. Semi-open
3. Closed
4. Fringe
5. Rural
1. Traditional
2. Colonial
3. Regularized
4. Reclaimed and
Regularized
5. Marginal
Source: World Bank, 1995: 16-17.
Located in or behind a relatively good
settlement and has direct access to principle
streets, so the residents can use cars.
Located in commercial areas but
surrounded by public buildings. The
residences can only access the streets by
walking, motor, or bicycle.
Located in inner-city with high density, but
away from streets.
Located in the periphery of fast growing
cities, also has high population growth.
Located still within the administrative
boundaries of cities, but with strong rural
atmosphere. The residences have easy
access to urban facilities.
Mostly very old and built by the earliest
inhabitants.
Built by city government during colonial
period in order to provide cheap labor to
wealthy areas. Usually in strategic location
with good access.
Originally squatters on public land. After
the enactment of the basic agrarian law
(Land Law No. 5/1960), it becomes legal
settlement and is formalized by KIP.
Very similar to regularized kampungs, but
on reclaimed land -coastal, cemetery, or
marshland areas.
Illegal settlements which do not confirm to
land use plans and cannot be regularized
due to problems of land rights, and/or
marginal land -along main storm drains or
railroad tracks.
History
Chapter 3. The Framework of Project Benefit Evaluation
providing and/or improving secondary roads, footpaths, drainage canals,
water taps, public toilets, and solid waste management. In addition, it sought
to enhance the existing housing stock, to create small temporary health
clinics, to build and/or improve religious and primary education facilities. In
very rare cases, KIP also provided an electricity distribution network. By
providing these facilities, it was expected in the long term that the program
would have broader impacts on public health and so productivity
improvement.
The program was standardized in terms of its technical design and the
level of services, but the components included in the program were flexible.
The number of components being installed depended upon their links to city
wide services. For example if the city wide network for storm drainage was
not yet available, the priority was given to other services. The components
included were also subject to standards of unit cost per hectare in general
cases. The first pilot project was in Jakarta, M. Husni Thamrin Project
implemented in 1969, with funding assistance from the World Bank. The
project was classified successful with regards to its accomplishment. Within 5
years, the program covered approximately 20% of Jakarta's urban area and
25% of its population. At that time, it was predicted that 50-60% of Jakarta's
population was living in unserviced areas. Realizing this success, the
government through the Ministry of Public Works -DHGS- expanded KIP
to other cities with standard features (PADCO, 1976: 240-246).
After 10 years implementation, the government understood that the
features of KIP needed changing. Since the beginning of Repelita IV up to
now, a lot of changes have been made, and the current policies of KIP are
described here. The electricity improvements are not part of KIP component
anymore because the Ministry of Mining and Energy has assumed this
responsibility. The ultimate goals of KIP have also been expanded. KIP is not
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only for public health improvement, but also has been devoted for alleviating
poverty. These policies have been drawn from the experience of UNEP
(United Nations Environmental Program), which proved that KIP could be
used to help poor people increase their income in 1972. At that time, UNEP
promoted small KIPs, concentrating on social and economic aspects.
Therefore, two other components have been added, small-scale business
assistance and practical skill training. The former has been implemented by
introducing small-scale credit for those living in the project only. The credit
scheme is special because there is no minimum amount of credit required.
The interest rate has been subsidized and the procedures to get the credit
have been simplified. Therefore, those having potential to do small business
to improve their income can now access this facility. Practical skill training is
used to help prepare people to enter the labor market. The residents are
invited to come to local training units and can choose training modules which
are appropriate to prepare for their needs. Besides the credit scheme, the
government has also instituted a construction loan scheme for the purposes of
maintaining and enhancing the existing housing stock (DGHS, 1989: 25-29).
The role of DGHS has been also changed in order to accelerate KIP
coverage throughout the nation. The role of DGHS has moved from that of
full provider to that of enabler. KIP has not been fully funded by central
government, but DGHS contributes a small part of the budget as incentives
funds. Nonetheless, an exception is still possible for the local governments
which really need assistance. For instance the local governments in Nusa
Tenggara islands have low regional incomes and borrowing capacities. In
most cases, however, the local governments have to share a significant part of
the budget.
DGHS will concentrate on promoting KIP as a community activity by
involving the community in all stages: planning, construction, and operation
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and maintenance. To achieve this objective, DGHS will actively do public
campaigns to show to the community that KIP is beneficial for them. The
campaign will also encourage the people to contribute whatever they can to
the program. DGHS is committed to this approach because it has been proven
that the success of KIP depends upon community responses. Finally, the
community is expected to operate and maintain the facilities. Success in
involving the community in operation and maintenance will ensure that the
facilities are able to be used longer, and that increases benefits for the
community. KIP has been integrated with MIIP (Market Integrated
Infrastructure Program) to cover traditional market places and their
surrounding settlements. The components of MIIP to improve traditional
market areas is rather different from KIP because market improvement is
not DGHS's responsibility. In the market areas, MIIP projects will focus on
improving solid waste management and drainage services. However, some
projects also involve footpath improvement. MIIP provide the same services
as KIP for surrounding settlements.
3.3 Project Benefit Evaluation Model
a. The Implementation of Project Benefit Evaluation for
Human Settlements Infrastructure
Since 1994, efforts have been undertaken to establish Project
Benefit Monitoring and Evaluation. The DGHS was finally able to finish
general guidelines of PBME after working with a local consultant in
1996 (DGHS, 1996). The guidelines comprise three main elements: a set
of indicators, technical guidance for calculating the aggregate index, and
forms of survey. The indicators are rather confusing because the
guidelines distinguish the indicators into two categories: general
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indicators and special indicators. The indicators in the first category are
intended to cover broader changes in: economic, public health,
demographic, and environmental aspects (Appendix 1). These indicators
are valid for all types of human settlements infrastructure. However,
there are some weaknesses when they are implemented. There is no
clearly defined concept for deriving the indicators, so that the
assumptions in using some indicators are questionable. For example the
indicator of local government income improvement. Using this indicator
to prove that local government income improvement comes from KIP is
dubious. In addition, some general indicators are also used in technical
indicators -the indicators which are used for a certain type of service.
For instance, the general indicator of infection incidence is also used as
a technical indicator of KIP. This double counting, therefore, will lessen
the validity of the model. More generally, a lot of indicators are not
categorized clearly.
The second category is the technical indicators by which each type
of service will be evaluated using different measures. In this category,
the guidelines distinguish technical indicators into three types, as it is
suggested by ADB that PBME has to have three components: level of
services, level of usage, and impacts. All of these type of indicators for
human settlements infrastructure have already been set up in the
guidelines but unsystematically. There is no logical framework used in
deriving indicators for each component of PBME in order to measure the
infrastructure performance. The indicators in each component are often
excessive in reflecting the performance of service objectives. For
example, in Table 3.2 lists an education indicator (727) as a benefit from
a KIP project. Actually, the consultants misinterpreted the written
policies in the Repelita document. KIP has nothing directly to do with
Table 3.2
Kampung Improvement Program Indicators
Project Benefit Monitoring and Evaluation
Component of PBME Indicators Unit Meaurement Indiciator Code
Kampung Improvement Program
Level of Services Coverage People 701
Area H.a. 702
Local path Meter 703
Storm drain Meter 704
Solid waste management Area coverage 705
Number of people 706
Area coverage 707
Sanitation condition Qualitative judgment 708
Functioned Public Toiled 709
% people using pit laterin 710
% people using septic tank 711
Housing Compotision of semi, non, and permanent 712
Level of Usage Level of usage Frequency of usage for each service 713
Local path % People use facility 714
Storm drain Capacity of drainage 715
% People covered 716
Solid waste management % Volume of solid waste taken away 717
% People using the facility 718
Sanitation % People using facility 719
% People using public toilet 720
Water sevices Volume of water consumption 721
Source: DGHS, 1996: IV-15 - IV-23
Table 3.2 Continued
Component of PBME Indicators Unit Meaurement Indiciator Code
Impact of Services Land Value
Public health
Community participation
Income
Education
Migration
Social cost
Level of Services
Level of Usage
Impact of Services
Current land value
# of infection disease
Fly index
% of people participating in project
Income per capita
Level of education
Fraction of Migrant to total population
Household expenses on health
Market Integrated Infrastructiure Program
Service level of a market # people
# kiosks
Water supply Fraction demand fullfilled by the project
# of public water tap (Kran Umum)
Public toilet # of public toilet
Solid Waste % solid waste volume hauled
Market intensity
Level of usage
Scale of bussiness
Cleanness
# kiosks used
# user of public toilet
# user of public water tap
% solid waste volume hauled
Level of omzet per day
Fly index
Source: DGHS, 1996: IV-15 - IV-23
722
723
724
725
726
727
728
729
801
802
803
804
805
806
807
808
809
810
811
812
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education, although a KIP project renders low skill training for the
community. Therefore, this indicator does not make any sense for benefit
evaluation of KIP. The same case is also found in the performance
indicators of MIIP because the guidelines define them incorrectly. For
example indicator number 807 (the number of kiosks which are well
functioning). The national policies do not mandate MIIP to deal with the
market building (kiosks). The DGHS's responsibility in MIIP is limited
to solid waste management, clean water, drainage, and path paving
improvements.
The guidelines also suggest the use of an aggregate index in order
to get a single picture of project performance. It is suggested to employ
subjective judgments which are carried out by experts. By organizing an
expert panel forum, factor weights will be determined for each indicator,
so that an aggregate index can be figured out. The problem is that the
decision making process frequently takes time because the composition
of experts tends to be varied. In practice, a small expert panel is usually
organized in order to avoid a long debate in determining the factor
weights.
In 1997, PBME was implemented in two projects: Bandar
Lampung and Botabek (Bogor-Tagerang-Bekasi) Urban Development
Projects. The expert members in the forum employ analytical hierarchy
method3 to decide indicator factor weights and an aggregate index. They
use this model because it can check the consistency of the result of each
pairwise comparison. Without checking demand preferences, this model
3 The model of Analytical Hierarchy Process (AHP) is introduced by Thomas L. Saaty. The
model has been widely adopted to decide the ranking of priority which is based on a set of
indicators. The process is carried out by an expert panel in which the experts rank the
importance level of defined indicators. The decision making process will be based on pairwise
comparison by which the experts compare each pair of indicators. The comparison is done
holistically and so that the model gives an indication of rank.
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will cause some problems if not used carefully since the model is more
supply driven. The greatest risk is that the degree of importance is
decided by experts subjectively, which does not match often with
beneficiaries' preferences.
The evaluators can avoid this problem by doing a field survey to
understand the real demand preferences. Standard survey forms are
provided in the guidelines but the consultants did not follow the
questionnaire form. There is apparently no significant reason for them to
change the questionnaire. The questions they use are not in depth
enough to understand the beneficiary satisfactions and preferences. The
guideline is only concerned with whether the beneficiary is satisfied or
not. However, there are no further questions to uncover the reason why
beneficiaries are not satisfied, if any. This is important because knowing
community preferences is an important part of the learning process of
evaluating a particular project.
b. Developing performance indicators
The heart of project benefit evaluation is a set of indicators
measuring the performance of the project. Those are called performance
indicators. Using performance indicators in a project evaluation has
some advantages. With appropriate indicators, rating the success and
failure of a project implementation will no longer be highly subjective
and personal. In addition, the indicators can evaluate the degree of
success of a particular project from a socio-political perspective because
low cost projects in developing countries -such as KIP- are primarily
plagued not by problems with technical aspects but rather with
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problems of socio-political aspects. The technology used is not the state
of art (WB, 1996: 3-4).
Defining performance requires understanding the concept of
logical framework. The concept itself is practical and views a project as a
set of objective driven means. Figure 3.2 shows the basic flow of
objectives, outputs, and components of a project (WB, 1996: 5-8).
"Project objectives" are the ultimate ends which are actualized through
the project outputs, services that will be delivered to beneficiaries. They
are often defined at the time when a project preparation is started by
considering the sectoral policies in the national document plan.
Evaluators use these objectives to judge the level of success of a project
in tackling problems. Success will be measured by the degree to which
development objectives are realized. The higher the fulfillment of the
project objectives, the more the success in project implementation.
The objectives will logically determine the "output" as a means to
tackle the problems. The means could be indirect or direct, for instance,
good solid waste management indirectly protects people from diarrhea.
Good solid waste management will provide a better environment so that
it is expected that the insects spreading the disease will not flourish.
The direct means refers to actions that will straightforwardly combat
the cause of diseases. For instance, a medical treatment to cure a
disease after a patient gets a diagnosis. Human infrastructure usually
generates outcomes that are significant for public health improvement,
but in an indirect way. The last element is "component", that is the way
in which the output is being delivered. Components also refer to physical
infrastructure itself. Components are slightly different from the means
because they only refer to physical construction while the means deals
with the type of services produced.
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Source: World Bank, 1996: 5-6
Note: The two coloumns in the middle are the sites for performance indicators and monito-
and supervision measures for veryfying each indicator.
- Development Objectives describe the outcomes delivered to beneficiaries, system, or
institutions
- Project outputs refere to goods and services produced
- Components are cluster of activities in ways the goods and services are delivered.
Figure 3.2: Basic Flow of The Logical Framework
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A project in developing countries is a learning process through
which governments are often trying to determine an appropriate way to
overcome a problem. As a result, any project involves assumptions and
risks in every stage, although the project design does not explicitly
mention those. For instance, KIP projects assume that improving basic
services in a poor neighborhood will increase public health and income.
However, before the small-scale credit scheme was introduced, the
assumption was not well-grounded for the second outcome, income
improvement. The more the assumptions and risks are minimized, the
more successful the project. This means that the evaluators should
carefully examine whether the assumptions are logically valid in
defining performance indicators. Project benefit evaluation needs three
criteria of performance indicators: delivery, level of usage, and impacts
of services.
Performance indicators of human settlements infrastructure in
Indonesia are, in fact, still traditional. Local and the central
governments strictly obey the Repelita. This is more important from the
national viewpoint because the government must report to the House of
Representative (DPR: Dewan Perwakilan Rakyat) at the end of every
five-year development period. The legislature will judge the successes
based on political notions that are consistent with the level of national
target fulfillment. This point of view influences executive agencies to
typically consider the attainment of stated national targets as a really
critical task. This perspective is essentially supply driven in that
performance indicators are derived from service delivery plans, as shown
in Table 3.3. These indicators are solely concerned with physical targets.
Therefore, the number of people served, the unit number of facilities
built, and the project area covered are used as performance indicators.
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The only indicator which is rather different is water quality. This
indicator refers to the Ministry of Health's (MOH) decree regulating the
standard of water quality (MOH, 1990).
The second criterion is the level of usage and beneficiaries
satisfactions. The aims of this criterion are to measure three elements:
the level of acceptance, the usefulness of services, and beneficiary
satisfaction and preferences. The indicators for the first element are
chosen on the basis of community participation. This is important
because KIP is a community-based development approach. In many
cases of KIP implementation, the success of the project is frequently
determined by the level of community acceptance. The government
expects high community participation in every KIP project, because
their participation develops further their sense of ownership of the
facilities. Their participation can be expressed in the forms of their
contributions in the project: thoughts in planning and design, materials
and labor in implementation, and money for operation and maintenance
of the facilities.
The second element, the usefulness of services, can be evaluated in
two ways. On one hand the usefulness of services can be reflected from:
the frequency of consumers in using facilities, the reliability of services,
and length of services. The project will have high level of usage if and
only if the community uses the services frequently. The performance
indicators that are being applied depend upon the type of services. For
instance, evaluators can use the number of visitors daily for a public
toilet, but evaluators have to use the volume of solid waste hauled for
solid waste management. Furthermore, a service has to be reliable so
that users can fully depend on it. The service reliability is not only
determined by original design but it is also affected by users. The
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common problem is that the facility is not well functioning because the
users do not use it properly. They do not take care of the broken
facilities, failing to repair them or report problems to caretakers. Service
hours must also be long enough to cover the demand during the peak
hours. Longer service will make users more comfortable because they
have flexible time, particularly for public facilities. On the other hand,
the service usefulness can be also evaluated in terms of whether services
can solve the problem. For instance, the purpose of constructing
drainage canals is to contain human waste water and storm water.
Therefore, after such facilities are constructed, the frequency of flooding,
caused by undelivered human waste water and storm water should be
reduced or eliminated. In brief, any service should work properly to solve
the problems.
The third element of the level of usage is beneficiary preferences
and satisfactions. This deals with more direct benefits accruing to the
community, as opposed to the indirect benefits of the performance
indicators discussed above, which simply show whether the facilities
work correctly or not. As shown in Table 3.3, this part will focus on the
users' satisfaction, time and income savings from using the services. The
users' satisfaction will reveal whether services meet beneficiary
preferences. If the design of the facilities does not match with user
preferences, the reasons should be disclosed in order to improve for
future design. It is assumed that some public services, such as public
toilet and solid waste management, will give benefits in the form of time
and income savings. The community does not need to search for water
which may be far, or to wait in long queues due to the public service
improvement. Hopefully, they will use their time for other activities
which can improve their life conditions. They also do not need to buy
vendor water which is much more expensive.
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The last category criterion is impact evaluation, which consists of
community health, income, and environmental improvements. The
evaluators should be careful in using income improvement impact
because KIP projects do not always have training or small scale credit
components. These components are usually included in large cities, and
sometimes also are implemented in medium cities if unemployment is a
critical issue in the project areas. Once a KIP project is well
implemented, health improvement can be expected because of sanitation
and water supply improvement. Thus, waterborne and infectious
diseases caused by poor water and sanitation services could be reduced.
The last expectation is that KIP projects will stimulate the people to
improve their environment. Because their income is improved, they will
change their behavior of life, recognizing that having a healthy
environment is important.
Table 3.3
Project Benefit Evaluation Framework for
Kampung Improvement Program
Project Benefit Elements Performance Indicators Monitoring Assumption and Risk
1. Delivery of Services: To Improve le-
vel of human settlements services
in KIP areas.
" KIP services e Coverage area (ha)
* Public Toilet (MCK) o Number of people served
* Number of MCK built
* On-site Sanitation, especially * Number of household served
Communal Facilities e Number of household/facility Project office will
" Solid Waste e Area served (ha) report all its achie-
* Number of people served vements during im-
* Public & Private bin density plementation and Matching funds from
" Public Tap (PT) or * Number of people served at the end of im- Local Govermments are
Water Supply System * Water Quality plementation (Pro- sufficiently available.
e Number of PTs built ject monitoring
e Number of wells built report).
* Number of HH connection
* Drainage e Area served (ha)
e Number of people served
* Local Path e Meter length
" Training Services * Number of people covered
Local Governments con-
* Small Scale Credit * Available or not
tinue support
Table 3.3 Continued
Project Benefit Elements Performance Indicators Monitoring Assumption and Risk
2. Level of Usage and Beneficiaries
Satisfaction: To clarify acceptan-
ce, preferences, and satisfaction
0 Community acceptance Number of people participating inproject implementation
* People involvement in O&M
Community share (% expense
share)
Project report
household survey
Household survey
Household survey
Users know the benefit
being received from the
project
E Usefulness
+ Public Toilet, Public Tap
On-site sanitation (communal,
facilities)
+ Solid Waste
+ Drainage
+ Local Path
+ Training Services e
+ Small Credit 0
Reliability (frequency of shut- ting
down of the system)
Length of service hours
Length of service (years)
Volume of solid waste hauled
Fly index change
Frequency of flooding (typically
small flood)
Reliability (frequency of the
system blocked)
Level of dustiness (dry season)
Level of muddiness (in wet
season)
Appropriateness for helping
community to find a job
Amount disbursed (%)
Household survey
Household survey
Household survey
Household survey
Household survey
Household survey
Household survey
Household survey
Household survey
Local training unit
record
Bank records
Table 3.3 Continued
Project Benefit Elements Performance Indicators Monitoring Assumption and Risk
U Users' Preferences & Satisfaction
Public Toilet, Public Taps, TCommunity 
prefers to use
P t oile P Time saving for queuing Household survey their saved time for other
activities signifi-cantly
* Income saving Household survey
+ Solid Waste e User satisfaction Household survey
+ Drainage * User satisfaction Household survey
+ Local Path e User satisfaction Household survey
3. Impacts: To identify the broader
impacts from an implemented KIP
" Community Health e Incidence of diarrhea
e Incidence of skin disease
" Income Improvement * Income change Household survey Project has components
e Unemployment change sample of training & small scale
* Environmental Improvement e Housing type improvement credit
e Flooding: frequency and length
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Project Benefit Evaluation Of
Kampung Improvement Program
In Bandar Lampung
4.1 The Challenges of Human Settlements Development
Bandar Lampung is the capital city of the Lampung province,
which is located north of Jakarta, the capital city of Indonesia, across
the Sunda Straits. Since the colonial period, Bandar Lampung has been
an important gateway into Sumatera, particularly from Jakarta.
Formerly, Bandar Lampung consisted of two small towns:
Tanjungkarang and Telukbetung port. After the big eruption of
Krakatau, both of them were completely covered by volcanic ash, and
then these two towns merged to form a single city. Fortunately, the
volcanic ash makes Bandar Lampung and its surrounding area
incredibly fertile. In the colonial period, Bandar Lampung became a
colonial plantation estate and transmigration destination (Pemda 1985:
2). Agriculture became the main industry as shown in its GDRP (Gross
Domestic Regional Product). Although the agriculture sector only grew
4.3% annually from 1989 to 1993, this growth was larger than the
provincial (3.4%) and national (2.7%) agriculture sectors (BPS, 1994).
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The strategic location, which is near and accessible to Jakarta,
and its economic growth have caused the city Bandar Lampung to
experience rapid growth. Its urban population grew at 4.1% on average
during Repelita V (Table 4.1), which is considered as high-medium
urban growth compared to other areas. In absolute numbers, the city
population will increase more than 23,000 per year. With that growth,
the city of Bandar Lampung will have an urban population of over one
million in the next ten years (DGHS, 1991).
Table 4.1
Urban Population Growth in
Bandar Lampung, 1988 - 1994
Years Population Growth (%)
1988/1989 540,295
1989/1990 542,026 0.32
1990/1991 593,082 9.42
1991/1992 627,192 5.75
1992/1993 633,906 1.07
1993/1994 659,542 4.04
Average - 4.07
Source: Statistic Office, Bandar
Lampung, 1994: 23.
Under that situation, providing human settlements infrastructure
is a serious challenge because the current services are still low, but
better than in 1989 before the Bandar Lampung Urban Development
Project was implemented. The population served by the water supply
system is only 13%. This is far below the criteria of water supply service
in Repelita V by which 80% of the urban population should be served by
clean water. About 61% and 2% of the urban population use shallow and
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deep wells respectively. In addition, it is estimated that 2% of the
population get their water from vendors (PDAM, 1994). Therefore, 24%
of the urban population still use unsafe water resources, such as spring,
river, or pond.
Solid waste management has also limited service. Even though the
service coverage is almost urban wide (91%), the solid waste service can
only haul 50% of solid waste produced. The remaining 50%, which is not
hauled, is usually burned and/or thrown into the river or drainage
channels, (Dinas Kebersihan Kota, 1992: 19). The city of Bandar
Lampung does not have a sewerage system, so the households use on-
site sanitation for their toilets. In terms of coverage, most households
have a private toilet (88% of total households). However, those with
adequate sanitation, that is, a toilet with a septic tank, is only 48%. The
inadequate private toilets use a drainage channel or river for
discharging their sludge. These two services are very low with respect to
the national policies targeting 100% coverage with adequate services. In
sum, the challenges of urban human settlements services in Bandar
Lampung are large when measured against Repelita V criteria. For the
flood control system, Bandar Lampung did not have one before BLUDP
was implemented. The city relies on the Way Kuripan river which passes
through the city. Unfortunately, the system cannot prevent the city from
flooding in the hard rain. The urban drainage system does not have a
major problem and covers about 60% of the urban area. The only
problem is that the system is not well maintained by local government or
by community in the neighborhood areas (Sanitation Office: 1991). Table
4.2 summarizes the complete figures on urban services in Bandar
Lampung Municipality, in 1989.
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Table 4.2
Existing Service Delivery
in Bandar Lampung Municipality, 1989
Services Units Coverage (%)
Water Supply % of people served 13
Solid Waste % solid waste production hauled 50
% area covered 91
Sanitation % hh with private toilet 88
(on-site) % hh with adequate sanitation 48
Drainage % area covered 60
Flood Control % area covered n/a*)
Source: Supplementary of Feasibility Study, Lotti and Associate, 1990
Note: *) The city relies on natural capability, Way River.
4.2 Project Description: Objectives and Targets1
Bandar Lampung Urban Development Project is one of the IUIDP
formation programs which has been implemented in Bandar Lampung
Municipality. The ultimate objective of the project is to assist the
Provincial and Municipal Governments in order to increase the level of
services for human settlements infrastructure because it is the local
governments' responsibility. The assistance, in fact, could be totally from
the Central Government if it is proven that the borrowing capacity of
local governments is very weak. However, the local governments
(Bandar Lampung Municipality and Lampung Province) and Local
Water Enterprise (PDAM: Perusahaan Daerah Air Minum) have shown
their commitment by providing three-fifths of the matching funds to
meet the requirement of 30% of the total cost of the project, which must
be provided by the Government of Indonesia. The total cost of the project
I This section is quoted from Staff Project Appraisal Report of Bandar Lampung Urban
Development Project, Manila, Asian Development Bank, 1990.
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itself was $33,000,000 (ADB, 1991). This budget has been devoted to
improve urban services: water supply, sanitation, KIP, flood control, and
urban roads; including various technical assistance and institutional
development services. This part will only describe the first three
components of BLUDP because flood control and urban roads are not
DGHS responsibilities. The objective of each service improvement can be
described as follows.
Water supply was the major part of BLUDP since it required 30%
of the total investment. This investment was planned to increase service
coverage from 13% to 41%. The purposes were also to make the system
more reliable and to increase the length of service hours. Before BLUDP
was implemented, the system was often shut down, especially in the dry
season, and the length of service was relatively short (11 hours on
average). To achieve specified targets, the treatment plant would be
expanded to increase its water production capacity from 345
liters/second (1/s) up to 570 1/s. By assuming that the average of water
consumption would be 125 liters/capita, the expanded treatment plant
was designed to provide 12,100 new household connections. With this
additional water production and a water loss reduction program, the
system was expected to be more reliable and offer longer service hours.
These last two objectives, however, were not explicitly mentioned in the
BLUDP staff project appraisal report (SPAR). The existing unaccounted
for water was significant (about 36%, 1989). By the end of 1992, the
unaccounted for water was expected to be 25% or less. The system was
also targeted to serve clean water in some places through standpipes.
The facilities would be placed in low-income neighborhoods or densely
populated areas in which household connections were not technically
possible, or in remote areas where a water distribution network has not
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reached. Standpipes in Bandar Lampung were designed with limited
service. The facilities would supply beneficiaries with water
consumption of no more than 30 1/c/d and the service hours would be
from 8.00 a.m. until 17.00 p.m.
Sanitation improvements covered various components: solid waste
management, human waste, and drainage. The solid waste management
had been targeted to increase from 50% of household coverage to 60%.
The non-household service for the commercial area in the central
business district was targeted at 100%. To support these efforts, the
improvements would occur in collecting, transporting, and dumping
activities. The collecting activities would be improved by providing bins
in public areas and encouraging the community to build solid waste
boxes. Solid waste collection would be intensified by decreasing the ratio
of cars to the number of people and building depot transfers. In
transporting solid waste from depot transfers to final dumping sites, the
project would increase the number of trucks so that Dinas Kebersihan
would be able to haul all solid waste production. Dumping sites would be
improved by using sanitary landfill instead of the conventional method
-leaving unprocessed solid waste in the open air. This method often
created odor pollution and ground water contamination.
The human waste component was intended to improve the
Sanitation Office capability in providing desludging service. BLUDP
SPAR did not mention sanitation service coverage, but it was expected to
benefit up to 350,000 people (CPMO: 1990). In order to achieve this
expectation, the project was planned to provide some vacuum trucks (9).
BLUDP, furthermore, concentrated on promoting on-site sanitation
rather than introducing a sewerage system. The project would establish
a municipal information service on human waste disposal system. With
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this center, people were expected not to discharge their septic tank
sludge into nearby streams when they emptied their septic tanks by
themselves. This center would encourage the people to ask the
Sanitation Office when they need desludging service. Therefore, the
project would improve desludging management by training Sanitation
Office staff. The main purpose was to improve their capability as service
providers. The project would also build a new sludge treatment site in
order to avoid discharging the septic tank sludge into Lampung Bay,
which happened prior 1989.
There were two objectives for the urban drainage component:
physical and post construction management improvements. On one
hand, the efforts of physical improvement would be carried out in order
to reduce flooding, especially in the areas which had floods more than 2
hours. This activity would mainly consist of rehabilitation and
construction of primary and secondary drains. On the other hand, the
management improvement would be targeted on the operation and
maintenance capability of Public Works Office. The project would add
some equipment and vehicles. Table 4.3 below summarizes the above
description.
The last component of BLUDP is the Kampung Improvement
Program. In Bandar Lampung, kampungs have existed in all the older
parts of the city. Before BLUDP was implemented, the local and central
governments had also implemented KIP projects in many kampungs.
There was no clear record, but it was estimated that 23 kampungs have
benefited from 48 KIP projects during the period 1981-1989.
Unfortunately, there are still many Kampungs lacked basic services,
particularly clean water and sanitation. Many facilities in former KIP
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Table 4.3
Targets of Service Improvement in BLUDP
Services: Target of BLUDP
To improve service level to cover 41% of urban population in 1996 by
Water increasing water production from 345 liter/sec up to 570 liter/sec. To
Supply add about 13,300 new household connections by assuming the water
consumption is 125 liters/ capita/day (1/c/d) for household
connections and 30 1/c/d for public taps.
To improve level of service from 50% (1989) up to 60% (1995) of total
Solid households or 463,000 population, and to provide a new sanitary
Waste landfill. For domestic solid waste, it was expected 100% transported to
Manage- the final dump site. The project also empowered Sanitation Office of
ment Bandar Lampung (Dinas Kebersihan Kotamadya) by providing new
equipment -- containers, trucks, bulldozers, an excavator, pickup cars,
and carts- for managing solid waste.
To improve service coverage by constructing a small human waste
Human treatment, promoting on site sanitation, and providing public sanitary
Waste and bathing facilities. The project would also strengthen the Sanitary
Office by supplying vacuum trucks and training the staff in human
waste management.
To increase services in 15 kampungs by constructing new public taps,
KIP public toilets, and garbage bins; and to improve footpaths, drainage
canals, and solid waste transportation by providing garbage carts.
This improvements was expected to benefit 32,000 population.
To reduce the level and frequencies of flooding particularly in the
Drainage areas having flooding more than 2 hours by improving drainage
networks and strengthening maintenance activities. This could benefit
around 10% of urban population.
Source: Staff Project Appraisal Report: Bandar Lampung Urban Development Project,
1990.
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projects were not well maintained, so the community could no longer use
the facilities. It was estimated that 20% of kampungs were still in very
poor condition. Most of them were closed kampungs which were difficult
to access by motorcycles. BLUDP targeted 15 kampungs to be served by
KIP projects in which 32,000 people would benefit. The objectives were
to construct access roads, footpaths, drainage drains, public taps, solid
waste, and public toilets.
4.3 Description of Study Area
The description in this and the following sections will use primary data
from a survey that was carried out by a local consultant, PT Infratama Yakti.
The purpose is to give the features of study area before KIP was
implemented. Although KIP has been done in 23 kampungs, the consultant
did the survey in one village district (kelurahan): Kupang Kota, in Teluk
Betung Utara sub-district (kecamatan). From interviews with the
consultant, I know that this village district was chosen for two reasons. The
first is that KIP has been done with all components in contrast to other areas
receiving some components only. The second is that the area has the highest
population density among the KIP areas. Therefore, by choosing this area the
evaluation would represent the KIP project in Bandar Lampung
municipality; also it was expected that the result being drawn would be
clearer because the survey could discover significant improvements due to
the fact that this area was relatively poor. Thirty households in the samples
were chosen randomly because it was statistically considered adequate.
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a. Socio-economic characteristics
The survey took into account socio-economic condition in the form of 4
indicators: income, occupation, education, and number of household
members. The family income was low compared to that at the city level.
About 77% of the KIP beneficiaries stated that their monthly income was
below Rp. 100,000, and only 6.7% of them had monthly income over Rp.
300,000. These figures indicated that the weighted average income level of
KIP beneficiaries was only about Rp. 98,300 (Table 4.4). The exact amount of
family income cannot be determined from the survey because it did not record
income of each family. In the same year, monthly family income in the city
level was 2.5 times higher, about Rp. 244,200. Furthermore, that income was
very low compared to the national poverty line. By using a household with
5.3 people, the income per capita of the KIP beneficiaries was only about Rp.
16,670. The poverty line for Lampung Province in 1996 was not available,
but it was Rp. 17,664 per capita for an urban area in 1990.
The respondents were poor because the majority of them worked in
low income sectors. For those who had monthly income below Rp. 100,000,
about 57% were clerical workers and traders; civil government and army
contributed 21.7%. Furthermore, the evidence in the Table 4.5 clearly
explains why they had low income. The main factor was that their
education was not high enough to compete in the labor market. Only 6.7%
finished their higher education, either bachelor or diploma. The rest
completed their education only up to high schools, including 20% from
primary schools. This made it difficult for them to enter high salary jobs,
particularly whenever the job opportunities were limited. Although only
about 40% of Bandar Lampung's labor force was not employed, this fraction
was relatively constant during the period of 1989-1997. Looking at the
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absolute number, however, the unemployed labor force was increasing by
3,000 people per year (PT Infratama Yakti, 1996: 11-10).
Table 4.4
Family Income Characteristic, 1996
No. Income Group n = I f V*
(thousand Rps) respondents
1. Less Than 100 23 76.7 1150.0
2. 101-300 5 16.7 1000.0
3. More Than 301 2 6.7 800.0
30
Weighted Average Monthly Family Income 98.3
Source: Survey, PT Infratama Yakti, 1996.
Note: V* is the value of n times middle point of family income
scale. It is assumed that the maximum income is no more
than Rp. 500,000 monthly.
Table 4.5
Percentage Workers By Income Categories
Income Group Civil & Trade Privat Clerica
Army r e 1
Less Than 100 21.7 30.4 17.4 26.1
100 - 300 20.0 0.0 60.0 0.0
More Than 300 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0
Source: Primary Survey, PT Infratama Yakti, 1996
Chapter 4. Project Evaluation of KIP in Bandar Lampung
b. Environmental and Urban Service Conditions
The data depicting environmental condition prior KIP implementation
were not satisfactory because the questions in the field survey for this aspect
were very limited. Basically, a part of Kupang Kota village district area (10
hectare) received KIP benefiting about 2,120 people. Kupang Kota village
district had already been considerably dense, 197 people per hectare, before
KIP was implemented in 1989, compared to the city level density that was
much lower (28 persons per hectare). In 1993, Kupang Kota's density
increased to 212 people (15 people more) per hectare, while at the city level it
grew to 33 people (5 people more) per hectare (BPS, 1994: 23). Unfortunately,
the condition of the housing stock was not satisfactory. In the village district,
45% of the total housing stock was non-permanent buildings in very poor
condition, such as no ventilation. Only 20% of the stock was permanent
housing (Lotti, 1990: 58). The physical condition was more severe, with
unpaved footpaths, both in the rainy and dry seasons. The malfunction of
storm drains had caused difficulty for people and vehicle passage in the rainy
season because the footpaths were muddy. On the other hand, the footpaths
were dusty in the dry season, which is uncomfortable for children.
The water supply was critical because there were no public taps and
the quality of groundwater was not good. About 53.3% of Kupang Kota's
residents had used shallow wells prior to KIP, and only 13.3% had gotten
water from PDAM. However, the PDAM users were still using their wells for
reserve because the service was not reliable. The system was frequently shut
down or had very small water flows through the 11 service hours. They
agreed that PDAM water was not expensive because they had to spend only
Rp. 10,000 per month on average. Another problem is that the groundwater
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is saline because Kupang Kota is close to the bay. There were 26.7% still not
served with safe water, and 13.3% consumed water from vendors.
Solid waste management served only 53.3% of households due to the
limitation of the Sanitation Office's transportation equipment. The service
could only be done one time per day, so that bulk volumes of solid waste were
not transported to final dumping sites. Unfortunately, there was no evidence
on volume hauled because the survey did not cover this information. On
average, the residents paid Rp. 1,000 monthly for collection charge. This user
charge was for SOKLI members' (Seksi Operasi Kebersihan Lingkungan:
Community Organization in Cleanest City) salary and for Sanitation Office
charge. SOKLI has responsibility for transporting solid waste from
households to intermediate depots. Meanwhile, the Sanitation Office
transports collected solid waste from the intermediate depots to final
dumping sites. For those who were not served by this service, they burned
(30%) or threw their waste into canals (16.7%), such as drainage canals or
rivers.
Kupang Kota village district was not considered as a critical flooding
area. The main drainage problem was the habit of throwing solid waste into
canals causing blockage in the storm drain in the rainy season. Therefore,
what the project did was to rehabilitate the existing system and to integrate
it with the system city wide. The Sanitation Office encouraged the
community not to throw their solid waste to canals through public campaign.
This campaign was combined with sanitation public campaign.
The human waste service was better in terms of its coverage because
almost all the residents had private toilets (87.5%). Of the other 12.5%, they
shared with their neighbors because no public toilet had existed before KIP
was implemented. However, the existing private toilets were rarely adequate.
Although the majority of them used private water sealed latrines (96%), only
63% of them had septic tanks. The 37% of those who did not have private
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septic tanks threw their human waste into their surrounding drainage. Once
the rainy season came, the drainage did not work well, and there were small
floods with fecal material frequently. The blockage problem also increased
discomfort because it created a bad smell from the human waste.
Unfortunately, KIP in Kupang Kota was not concerned with promoting
individual or communal septic tanks to increase their own service coverage.
The KIP project only focused on desludging services because 26.3% of septic
tank users refilled and dug a new septic tank, and 52.6% manually threw the
desludge into rivers. Even if their septic tank capacity was reached in 3 years
(94.8%), which is considered long life-time, individual on-site sanitation
could harm their environment, particularly ground water in area where
septic tanks were near their wells. About 52.6% of their septic tanks were
relatively close, within 7 meters from their wells. Therefore, to avoid refilling
and digging a new septic tank, the Sanitation Office increased its desludging
service by providing some equipment. For the people who could not build
their own facilities, KIP provided public toilets.
4.4 Project Benefit Evaluation of KIP in Bandar Lampung
This analysis will consist of three components of project benefit
evaluation: delivery service, usage and beneficiary satisfaction, and impact
evaluations. The delivery service component will evaluate KIP from the
perspective of achieving physical targets. The second component will look at
the community acceptance, level of utilization, and beneficiaries satisfaction.
Finally, the impact evaluation will focus the analysis on the improvements
of: community health, community income, and environment.
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a. Service Delivery Improvement
In general, KIP has been successfully implemented throughout the city
of Bandar Lampung. It covers 23 kampungs, 153% of the target, including
Kupang Kota village district. This is over the target because it was planned
to cover only 15 kampungs. However, this accomplishment cannot be
considered as a good performance of the project because the number of
kampungs involved does not reflect real services. Looking at the number of
people served by the project, the level of achievement is not as high as the
number of kampungs covered by the project. The number of beneficiaries is
only 6% over the target, 33,770 people compared to the target of 32,000.
A good performance indicator is service area. This indicator is
meaningful because it indicates improvement level of poor areas. For
instance, KIP in Kupang Kota village district improved 10 hectare or 18.5%
of the district area. This level of improvement would be more meaningful if
the poor settlement areas covered were known. It is estimated that 45% of
the Kupang Kota area settlements were in poor condition. At this point, KIP
has improved significant areas (41% of the poor settlements). Unfortunately
KIP targets are not defined in appropriate terms, even in the Repelita and
SPAR. These two documents use the number of kampungs and people being
served. The first indicator is confusing because KIP can serve many
kampungs but the people being served are relatively small in number. I
suggest that the government use the performance indicators of number of
people and area served by KIP, instead of the number of kampungs, which
can mislead evaluators in drawing conclusions.
The performance of service improvement is varied. Generally, the
performance can be categorized into two groups: low and high performance.
Water supply, public toilets, and public taps are considered to have low
performance, while solid waste and drainage have high accomplishment.
Chapter 4. Project Evaluation of KIP in Bandar Lampung
Some of the residents in Kupang kota have a house connection. It is
estimated from the survey that about 13.3% of the residents get their water
from PDAM. This percentage after KIP was implemented remains the same
as prior to KIP. However, we cannot conclude that service improvement from
the water supply system failed because many residents are poor and cannot
be expected to connect the system. The survey does not determine the
number of households which are wealthy enough to connect it. In addition,
unaccounted water remains high (35%). The project has not reduced the
leakage as planned to 25% because rehabilitation and repair are minor
elements of the project.
For public taps, the intended beneficiaries are the people who are not
served by the water supply system or ground water. The same assumption is
made for public toilets, that the target groups are those who do not have a
private toilet. I used these assumptions because there are no official targets
for these two services. By using the field survey in Kupang Kota, it is
estimated that about 560 people -26.7% of people using surface water-
have to be served by public taps; and about 265 -12% of people having no
private toilet- must be served by public toilets. Unfortunately, the number
of facilities built is minimal for both services. Only one public toilet and one
public tap have been built and are used by 250 and 127 people, respectively.
Therefore, 14.6% (310 people) and 6.5% (138 people) of the KIP beneficiaries
in Kupang Kota still cannot afford clean water and a private toilet. In
addition, these services are used by more users than standards allow, 100
users per public tap and public toilet. Other services, solid waste
management and urban drainage, successfully fulfilled their target. The only
problem is that only 90% of solid waste production from households can be
transported to a final dump site, compared to the target of 100%. The
summary of this description can be seen in Table 4.6.
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Table 4.6
Target Accomplishment in Kupang Kota, 1996
Accomplishment
No. Services Units Targets Number %
1. KIP Coverage
# people
# kampung
2. Services
+ Water Supply
" Capacity Expansion liter/second
" Leakage %
+ Public Taps
* Coverage
" Quantity
+ Public Toilets
" Coverage
" Quantity
+ Solid Waste
" Coverage
* Volume hauled
(domestic only)
+ Drainage
m Coverage
people
people
people
hectare
people
hectare
33,770
23
106
153
32,000
15
225
25
560
2
265
3
990
10
100
2120
10
225
35
250
1
127
1
990
10
90
100
100
100
90
2120
10
Source: Laporan Kelengkapan Akhir Project (Project Final Report), PT Infratama Yakti
Jakarta, 1996.
100
100
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b. Level of Usage and Beneficiaries Satisfaction
This part has a different perspective from the previous analysis. The
following analysis will focus on the beneficiaries' perspective rather than a
supply driven perspective. Three elements of evaluation will be conducted in
this part: community acceptance, service usefulness, and beneficiaries'
satisfaction. The training service and small scale credit programs are not
evaluated because KIP in Bandar Lampung does not provide those kinds of
services.
b.1 Community Acceptance
The first element, community acceptance, evaluates whether or not
the target groups are enthusiastic about the project from the beginning. This
is important because it advances the community sense of ownership, so that
the community can be more easily asked to take responsibility for operation
and maintenance of their facilities. Three performance indicators are being
used: the number of people participating in project design and
implementation, operation and maintenance participation, and community
funding share. The problem is that the field survey does not investigate these
performance indicators, and there is no such information in any formal
reports. The only information I had access to is from the head office of
BLUDP Project Management Unit. Regarding this experience, the
community participation in KIP implementation can be classified as low.
Besides the fact that the public campaign is not intensive, the main reason is
that the community members are reluctant to come meetings. Thus,
contracting out KIP packages to third parties is a simpler way than asking
community participation. From the experience to date, it is obviously true
that promoting this approach is time consuming because it involves many
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steps. In general, there are three steps: informing the public about the
project, discussing and deciding what services are needed, and organizing the
implementation. None of these steps are easy, particularly for poor urban
residents who have to work hard to do their own jobs. Without having
information on these indicators, therefore, I leave this evaluation for future
improvements. Project quarterly progress reports are actually supposed to
cover such types of information, and the field surveys should focus on the
investigation of their willingness to manage service operation and to
maintain the facilities.
b.2 Service Usefulness
The second analysis focuses on service usefulness element. The
analysis will be described for each type of service. For the water supply
system, the quality and reliability indicators are used to evaluate the
usefulness of the system services. Water quality is very important because it
affects quality of life for beneficiaries. Safe water can help the community to
reduce waterborne diseases. There are five important parameters -turbidity,
color, odor, acidity, and coliform- to testify whether the water quality is
good. There are also more parameters to test water quality, which is a PDAM
responsibility (Appendix-2). From the user perspective, those five parameters
are enough to check the water quality. The survey reveals that all
parameters are satisfied except turbidity and odor. The problem of turbidity
emerges when the rainy season comes. The water turbidity increases
remarkably up to 10 NTU scale, which is much higher than that is allowed
by standard (5 NTU scale, Infratama, 1993: VI-9). In fact, this is recognized
by PDAM due to the constraint that the treatment plant is not able to
produce good water whenever the raw water is highly turbid. The users also
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report that odor also bothers them frequently since too much chlorine is used
as disinfectant.
The reliability of the water supply increased after the treatment plant
capacity was expanded. Kupang Kota users get more service hours (18 hours)
than before (11 hours), and the quantity of water flow becomes increased.
This means that the users have more opportunity to consume PDAM water
for all their needs, as per government expectations. In fact, many users still
use their wells. They use PDAM water for limited needs, such as drinking
and cooking. They still use their well water for bathing and washing. There is
no information on the reasons from the survey. I think the important factors
are that they have to pay monthly bills if they use PDAM water, and their
well is still available to supply enough water for some purposes. Even though
there is no respondent saying the water PDAM is expensive, their incomes
might be more valuable for other expenses.
The public tap facility is useful for those who cannot get clean water. It
is clear from the evidence that the consumers using water sources from
surface, well, and vendors move toward public tap facilities after KIP has
been implemented. The changes of vendor and surface water users are
substantial. All vendor customers and 62.5% of surface water users changed
their source of water to public taps. Some shallow well users (18.8%) also
changed to stand pipe (Table 4.7). It is predicted that the vendor users
change their water source for economic reasons. Water from vendors in
developing countries is often very expensive. Under the new system, people
only have to pay Rp. 5,000 per month with unlimited usage. With the current
tariff structure, that charge is determined from the expectation that water
consumption of each household will not exceed 20 m 3 per month. This charge
is much less expensive than vendor water. Of the last group, shallow well
users, we cannot determine exactly who they are because the shallow well
category includes share users. That 20 m3 of water quantity actually is
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relatively high because each person is assumed to have about 125 liter per
day, with a household size of 5.3 person. The problem is that the facility is
sometimes not reliable even though the service hours are long enough (7.00
a.m. - 17.00 p.m.). The water quantity is not adequate because the number of
consumers is greater than the capacity of the standard design. The water
flow is very slow, so they have to queue during the time of peak demand, in
the morning and afternoon.
Table 4.7
Water Sources: Prior and Post KIP Project
Sources Prior Post
House Connections 13.3 13.3
Standpipes 0.0 33.3
Vendors 6.7 0.0
Wells 53.3 43.3
Surface Water 26.7 10.0
Source: Field Survey, 1996
The public toilet service is not as successful as the public tap. Only one
public toilet of the three planned has been placed in Kupang Kota. More
people utilize the facility (127) than anticipated in the standard design (100).
Furthermore, the standard design calls for 4 toilet rooms rather than the 3
toilet rooms built in Kupang Kota. The result is that queuing time takes
longer than at the public tap facility. The problem is due to the fact that
washing and taking a bath take longer than filling jericans with water. There
is no evidence on these activities, but a visual survey indicates that the
queuing time is very significant, especially in the morning. Each person takes
almost an hour for washing their clothes and utensils, and most of them also
use the facility for taking a bath and/or defecating. The demand is very high
because they pay very little. All the respondents confirm that the charge is
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per visit (Rp. 100), not based on usage (taking bath, washing, or defecating)
basis as expected. In terms of its reliability, this facility is better than the
current public tap because it is supported by a handpump well. The length of
service hours is well established without interruption at the facility. The
community takes care of it by appointing a caretaker group in neighborhood
meeting, and the caretaker will shift every month. Besides visit charges, the
rule is that people have to pay for maintenance if any minor repairs needed,
such as replacing handpump spare parts.
For the people having private sanitation with a septic tank, Bandar
Lampung Sanitation Office provides desludging services. Unfortunately,
there is no clear evidence about manual discharging by residents versus use
of a vacuum truck by the Sanitation Office. The figures before KIP was
implemented were not recorded for Kupang Kota. The survey only shows the
current status, that 52.6% of the residents are still discharging their septic
tanks manually. Only 10.5% of them asked the Sanitation Office for help, and
26.3% build a new septic tank after the old one is full (Table 4.8). They
discharge their septic tanks manually because it is expensive, Rp. 20,000, for
vacuum service. These figures indicate that the discharging service provided
by the Sanitation Office in Bandar Lampung is underutilized by Kupang
Kota residents. In fact, this is not only the case in Kupang Kota village
district, but also in Bandar Lampung city. For example, in 1993, the
potential demand was 20,252 households (22% of total households), but
discharging sludge was requested only by 1,727 households, or 8.5% of
potential demand. One problem is that the Sanitation Office does not have
the capacity to fully extend its services. Each vacuum truck can manage to
discharge three household septic tanks a day with maximum capacity of 3 M3 .
Therefore, by assuming that 9 vacuum trucks are operated, the Sanitation
Office can only serve 8,100 households per year (PMU-BLUDP, 1996).
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Table 4.8
Discharging Activities
Manner %
By Manual Labor 52.6
By Sanitation Office 10.5
Refill and Build New 26.3
Connect to river or nearby 10.5
canals
Total 100
Source: Field Survey, 1996
Solid waste management is important to deal with the solid waste
production in the city. After adding some new transportation equipment,
the transport capacity has notably improved to 828 m 3 per day, and the
system works more efficiently. Transfer depots are not used any longer
because it takes time to remove solid waste into trucks. The new method
involves the use of arm roll trucks, so that the collected solid waste from
household can be automatically loaded to trucks. Another factor is that
the Local Government has succeeded in promoting Community
Organizations (SOKLI) to collect the solid waste from households in
areas without direct truck service and to bring it to transfer depots.
Kupang Kota is one of the village districts that has been successful in
promoting SOKLI. The survey results indicate that 90% of the
households report that their solid waste is collected by SOKLI every day
by using carts. They pay Rp. 2,000 monthly for the service.
Another success of infrastructure development in Kupang Kota is
in improving drainage and footpaths. Even though Kupang Kota is not
considered as a flood area, a lot of improvements for these two services
have been done. Rehabilitation is the major work for urban drainage
because there is no lack of drainage canals. The problem is due to poor
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maintenance by the residents, so that the drainage does not function
very well. As the field survey reports, only a small portion (10%) of the
respondents say the canal dimensions are too small to accommodate
storm water and household waste. Most of the respondents (56.7%)
indicate that solid waste blocks the water flow through the canals (Table
4.9). The survey also indicates that the rehabilitation has reduced the
frequency and duration of local flood problems. The water flow has
improved very well, so there are no human waste overflows on the local
footpath in the morning. In the rainy season the duration of stagnant
water has also been reduced significantly from two hours to one hour.
These improvements affect the quality of footpaths, and a lot of physical
improvement also has been done during KIP implementation. The
project gives a lot of attention to improving the footpaths because their
conditions were very poor prior to KIP. Pedestrians can now comfortably
walk through kampung without worrying about weather. The residents
also get benefits in the dry season, when the level of dustiness is much
lower than before. Since KIP implementation, there have been increases
in the level of usage, as indicated by the number of motorcycles that
pass through the area, though only residents are allowed to do so. In the
rainy season motorcycles cannot ride through because the footpaths are
slippery. In the dry season, motorists are reluctant to ride on their
motorcycles because the unpaved path is very dusty (Table 4.10).
b.3 User Satisfaction
The success and failures in providing services affect user
satisfaction. The survey asks the consumers only whether or not they are
satisfied with the services. The questions should be detailed further, so
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Table 4.9
The Factors Causing Drainage
Malfunction
Factors %
Canals are too small 10.0
Blockage of solid waste 56.7
Secondary drain does not work well 26.7
Others 6.7
Source: Field Survey, 1996
Table 4.10
Footpath Improvement
Improvements %
Comfortable in rainy season 45.9
Motorcycles can pass through 31.1
Public transport available 0.0
Less dusty 23.0
Source: Field Survey, 1996
that when the consumers are not satisfied with the services, they can
explain why and reveal their needs. In the case of low cost projects, such
as KIP, the common problems are affordability and operation-
maintenance. Imposing a tariff has to be done with care, and the project
has to conduct a willingness to pay survey before implementation.
Furthermore, because a low cost project is not intended to be self-
financing, community participation in operation and maintenance is
important. The survey asks about their participation but not in detail.
This is important because future projects could learn how to define
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strategies to strengthen institutional arrangements at the community
level.
Table 4.11 below indicates the respondents' satisfaction with the
services on the scale of strongly satisfied, satisfied, unsatisfied, and
strongly unssatisfied. The level of satisfaction in column 3 is determined
by the highest percentage of respondents reporting that particular
answer. For example, 50% of the consumers are "satisfied" with water
system. Consumers are also "satisfied" with solid waste services, and
"strongly satisfied" with footpaths and drainage. Consumers report that
they are "unsatisfied" with three type of services: public tap, on-site
discharge service, and public toilet services. Thus, it is important to
distinguish the beneficiary perspective from physical target evaluations.
The targets could be high and satisfy the government, but the services
do not satisfy users.
c. Project Impact Evaluation
This part is the last element of project benefit evaluation. The
model in Chapter 3 indicates that the impact evaluation consists of three
parts of evaluations: public health, environment, and income
improvements. This study will only examine public health improvement
for two reasons. First, the project does not provide training and small-
scale credit. Second, the field survey was not designed as quasi-
experiment with a control group. So, even if it is found that the
community income is increased, it is difficult to say that increased
income is caused by KIP.
The improved environment in Kupang Kota village district has
indirectly affected community health. Waterborne illness, such as
Table 4.11
Level of Users' Satisfaction
No. Type of Services Level of Satisfaction % Reasons*
More reliable, though PDAM water
sometime has disinfectant odor.
Only one Public Tap for 250 users, queing
2. Public Taps Unsatisfied 56 time is significant, quantity of water is not
enough
3. Human Waste
* On site service Unsatisfied 42 Due to fact that they cannot afford the tariff.
Only one Public Toilet for 127 users
+ Public Toilets Unsatisfied 40 particularly washing facilities, queuing time
is significant
4. Slid ast Satsfie 60 Tariff is affordable, SOKLIs manage to haul4. Solid Waste Satisfiedday
5.FoptStogystsid 4 Significant improvement, not muddy andFootpath Strongly satisfiedlonger
SDuration and frequency of floods are
6D gSi5 reduced significantly.
Source: Field Survey, 1996
Note: *) These reasons are summarized from the survey.
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diarrhea, decreased significantly. About 60% of the respondents say that
they frequently had a diarrhea problem. The incidence of diarrhea was
high per person before 1989. About 67% of the respondents having a
diarrhea problem said that they had diarrhea more than 5 times within
a year, and only 13% of them had it less than twice in a year. After KIP
implementation, only 28% of the respondents get diarrhea more than 4
times in a year. Besides water improvement, another factor is the
success of solid waste service improvement. It is very rare that the
transport of solid waste deposited at transfer depots is delayed.
Although there are no data on the fly index, these improvements
certainly reduce the population of flies spreading diseases.
The number of respondents who had skin problems is relatively
small, only 33%. The survey does not specify what kind of skin problem
they had, but we can trace its relationship with water sources. Looking
at the individual respondents, the survey reveals that all of the skin
problem incidents happened to individuals using water from sources
other than wells, PDAM, or vendors. These users are at high risk for
skin problems. Overall, available evidence indicates that improving
services has made a very important contribution to public health. We
can argue that residents are healthier not only because of the KIP
project, but also due to other factors, such as income improvement.
However, many people remain relatively poorer, so that their ability to
spend more for health remains extremely limited.
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Chapter 5
Conclusions And
Recommendations
5.1 Conclusions: Findings on the PBME Status at the
DGHS
The Directorate General of Human Settlements (DGHS) has been
trying to implement Project Benefit Monitoring and Evaluation (PBME) since
1996. PBME has three elements: benchmarking information, recording
benefits, and evaluating benefits. Furthermore, PBME covers three criteria:
service delivery, level of usage, and impact evaluations. The critical task is to
formulate performance indicators of those criteria. The DGHS has developed
the indicators, but they need improving. There is a set of general indicators
that are redundant with some of the technical indicators used for specific
services, and some of the technical indicators do not accurately reflect major
government sectoral policies.
Even though I focus only on KIP, the study has at least two important
contributions. First, the study has shown the way the Project Benefit
Evaluation should be developed. At this point, I primarily concentrate on
developing and/or improving the current performance indicators in
appropriate way, paying careful attention both to conceptual and service
policy analysis. Therefore, I believe the validity of my suggested indicators
are better than current indicators. Second, I also conduct a limited analysis
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by using KIP as a case to show how surveys can be used to support the
evaluation model. The study indicates that a lot of improvement to the
questionnaire forms is necessary.
In the case of the Kampung Improvement Program (KIP), the service
delivery indicators are relatively well defined, except that service coverage
must be included in order to enhance the evaluation. The level of usage and
impact indicators also need redefining. The level of usage must cover
community acceptance of the services, usefulness of services, and beneficiary
satisfaction. Community perceptions should be evaluated in order to get a
better understanding of whether or not the implementation strategies are
appropriate for the community. The evaluation has to look at every step of
project implementation: planning, construction, and operation and
maintenance. Analysis of the usefulness of a service has to focus on the
quality, reliability, affordability, and the level of usage. The level of service
usage has two meanings: how frequently the users rely on services and how
effectively a service tackles its target problems. The beneficiary satisfaction
surveys ask the users directly whether they are satisfied with the installed
services, but it fails to cover time and income savings, which are also
important for the evaluation. Finally, the impact evaluation should cover two
key areas: public health and income improvements.
In applying the evaluation model, it is clear that physical criteria do
not fully reflect the success of a project. I have demonstrated that KIP in
Bandar Lampung have performs well in terms of achieving service targets,
but the users have reported dissatisfaction, such as on-site human waste,
inadequate public taps, and public toilet service problems. The reliability and
affordability of services are more important performance indicators than
standard physical output measures in determining beneficiary satisfaction.
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Even though it is rather difficult to conclude that the broader
impacts are largely due to the KIP project, the Kupang Kota village district
to some extent notably improved after KIP was implemented, particularly
with respect to environmental variables and health status. Health
improvements are likely to be due at least in part to infrastructure
improvements, as local people remain poor and cannot afford to pay much for
health services. Income improvement could not be considered in this case
study because the project itself does not provide skill training and small-
scale credit to improve the productivity of local residents.
The results of impact evaluation would be more convincing if the
government improves the survey methodology. Using control groups will
improve the power of the analysis and its conclusions. My study comes to
relatively certain conclusions because, by accident, the community is poor.
The conclusions might be less clear in a community with above average
income. The current survey instrument is not adequate to support the
information requirements of project benefit evaluation. I had to drop some
performance indicators because the survey does not provide the information
which is needed to calculate them. At the project level, the monitoring is also
not well conducted in the time period before and after project
implementation. As a result, the level of improvements of some sectors are
not clearly defined from the survey.
5.2 Recommendations: Steps to Implement PBME
KIP is only one of the DGHS's development programs, so the model
has not been completed yet. There are some city wide services that have not
been analyzed in detailed, such as water supply, solid waste management,
and human waste. Some further steps are needed to develop the model into a
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useful project evaluation tool for infrastructure development. I suggest that
the DGHS start to improve the guidelines by forming a task-force team. The
task-force has three main duties as follows:
a. To review my model to get a better sense of how the logical framework of
project benefit evaluation should be developed.
b. To evaluate the current guidelines on three parts: performance indicators,
the technique of calculating the index, and the questionnaire forms.
c. To test the model in a project which provide complete packages of basic
infrastructure services.
In reviewing the model, the team has to be careful in deriving the
performance indicators. I suggest the team uses the principles that the
performance indicators have to be directly correlated with the service to
reflect the written policies well, but only where these are relevant for agency
in charge of the services. These principals will improve the ability of the
evaluation model to determine whether improvements come from the project.
There is no reason to both general and technical indicators in this
analysis. I suggest that the general indicators be deleted, and that the team
concentrates on improving technical performance indicators for each service.
I recommend that the team does not use a single aggregate index to judge
whether a project is a success or failure. Understanding the factors causing
the successes and failures is more important rather than developing an
aggregate index.
After improving the model and its performance indicators, the
questionnaire forms should be improved. To make PBME more powerful, the
survey must be designed as a quasi-experiment with a control group. The
control group should be chosen from another area which has similar
conditions, especially socio-economic characteristics and levels of services. It
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is better if the team carries out a pretest evaluation by using a rapid survey
method in order to ensure that the model is applicable and practical.
Finally, the DGHS should strengthen project monitoring to keep
recording the progress during project implementation. The status at the
beginning of the project has to be recorded to enable the evaluator determine
the level of improvement after a project is implemented. The compiled data in
the feasibility study should be updated when project implementation begins
due to the fact that time delays. The team should also clearly define the
variables that should be monitored and surveyed.
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Appendix -1
General Indicators of Project Benefit Monitoring and Evaluation
Aspects Indicators Unit Measurement Indiciator Code
Income
Economic value
Local Government Revenue
Public Health
Demography
Physical Environments
Infection incidence
Infant mortality
Density
Unemployment
Occupation
Education
Growth
Migrants
Ground water
Surface water
Floods
Air Pollution
Building Index
Housing stocks
Commercial index
Public building idex
Economy
Source: DGHS, IV-12 - IV-14
Yearly income per capita
Growth rate per year
Ratio income per capita to national level
Land value
Tax Revenue
# of infection incidence per 1000 people
# infant mortality per 1000 births
# of people per hectare
Labor force participation
Type of occupation
The highest education level
Education participation
Rate of growth
% of migrants
Depth of ground water
Decreasing rate of ground water depth
Pollution level
Pollution level
Frequency of floods
Pollution level
Building coverage ratio
% of permanent housing
% of commercial area
% of public area
u-1
u-2
u-3
u4
u-5
u-6
u-7
u-8
u-9
u-10
u-11
u-12
u-13
u-14
u-15
u-16
u-17
u-18
u-19
u-20
u-21
u-22
u-23
u-24
Appendix - 2
Ministry of Public Health Regulation No.: 416/MENKES/PER/IX/1990
Water Quality Requirement and Control
No. Parameters Units Maximum con- Notetains allowed
A. PHYSICAL
1. Odor - - No odor
2. Dissolved Substance mg/1 1000
3. Muddiness NTU Scale 5
4. Taste - - No taste
Wheather Tem-
5. Temperature oC
perature + 30C
6. Color TCU Scale 15
B. CHEMICAL
a. Inorganic
1. Quicksilver mg/l 0.001
2. Aluminum mg/l 0.2
3. Arsenic mg/l 0.05
4. Barium mg/i 1
5. Ferro mg/i 0.3
6. Fluoride mg/l 1.5
7. Cadmium mg/i 0.005
8. Calcium Carbonate mg/i 500
9. Chloride mg/i 250
10. lorium Valence 6 mg/l 0.05
11. Naptime mg/l 200
12. Manganese mg/l 0.1
13. Nitrate mg/l 10
14. Nitrite mg/l 1
15. Silver mg/l 0.05
16. pH - 6.5-8.5
17. Selenium mg/l 0.01
18. Zinc mg/l 5
19 Cyanide mg/i 0.1
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No. Parameters Units Maximum con- Notetains allowed
20. Sulfate Acid mg/i 400
21. Copper 0.05
22. Lead 0.05
b. Organic
1. Aldiren and Dieldrien 0.0007
2. Benzene 0.01
3. Benzene (a pyroxene) 0.00001
4. Chlordane 0.0003
5. Chloroform 0.03
6. 2.4 - D 0.1
7. DDT 0.03
8. Detergent 0.05
9. 1.2 Dichlorcethene 0.01
10. 1.1 Dichlorcethene 0.0003
11 Heptachlor and Hepta- 0.0030chlorepside
12. Hexacishlorobensene 0.00001
13. Gamma HCH 0.004
14. Methoxychlor 0.03
15. Pentachlorophenol 0.01
16. Pesticide 0.1
17. 2,4,5-trichlorophenol 0.01
18. KmnOpad 10
c. Microbiology
It is allowed to
1. Coliform 0 have 3/100 ml of
water sample
d. Radioactive
1. Gross Alpha Activity Bq/Litter 0.1
2. Gross Beta Activity Bq/Litter 0.1
